This appendix has two parts: Part A assesses the robustness of the findings by excluding stops associated with less discretionary searches: "investigatory" and "driving while intoxicated" stop purposes. Part B explores in more detail the combinations of intersectional identities apparent in Tables 3 and 4 and Figure 5 in the main text.
Part A. Robustness Tests
We present two sets of robustness tests here. First, to assess a concern that some stops and searches are not as discretionary as others, we replicate our analysis while omitting all stops where the purpose was classified as "investigation" or "driving while intoxicated." As Table A-1 shows, these stops have very high rates of search, which may not reflect the same degree of discretion on the part of the officer. Indeed, these two stop purposes generate the highest search rates, by far. In all cases, results confirm those shown in the main text. In fact, the odds ratios for Black male drivers increase as the filters are progressively applied. If anything, therefore, the analysis presented in the main text under-rather than over-estimates any apparent bias that could come from including non-discretionary searches or stops. It is impossible to replicate the analysis completely because the 2002-2016 database does not include information about officers. The key point therefore is whether the results change when the non-discretionary stops and searches are excluded, and we confirm that they remain substantively powerful, or even increase in strength. Age is split at its median: 33 years old and younger are "young"; those 34 and older are "old." Officer years of service is similarly split at its median: 8 years and less is "low"; 9 years and more is "high." Low search neighborhoods are the patrol districts of North, Providence, and South. Metro is the only high search neighborhood. 
Part B. Explorations of Intersectional Identities from Tables 3 and 4, and Figure 5.
Here we provide further detail associated with Tables 3 and 4, as well as Figure 5 . First, we present the data from Table 3 , restricted to Arrests and Fruitless Searches; the main text table presents only Searches. Results confirm the main findings. Then, we explore in greater detail the different combinations of additional targeted characteristics for individuals with different intersectional identities. These results show the correlations among targeted characteristics; those with certain identities are more likely to have additional identities or characteristics making them more vulnerable to police oversight. This exploration highlights the reasons why an intersectional approach is warranted. Table 3 in the main text. Table 3 in the main text. Figure 5 in the manuscript present evidence relating searches, fruitless searches, and arrests to the total number of accumulated risk factors associated with each driver.
One could question whether the factors themselves are associated with additional risk. Table 4-A shows, for each of the eight risk factors identified in the article, the average number of additional risk factors for drivers with the given characteristic. It also shows the difference between the low-and high-risk group. For example, White drivers have an average of 3.06 risk factors and Black drivers have an additional 3.82, not counting race. Therefore, the average Black driver is disadvantaged in an encounter with the police by more than only their race; they have 0.76 additional risk factors, in addition to the one associated with race. The table shows that race, stop type, and location are the risk factors most strongly associated with higher numbers of additional risk factors. Sex, age, and officer characteristics, on the other hand, are not associated with highly elevated additional risk factors. Table 3 , the average number of targets is 4.19, based on a scale of 0 to 8. The scale here is 0 to 7, since each category includes a targeted group scoring 1 on the more complete scale. Note also that the difference does not count the risk factor associated with the characteristic in question, which by definition is 1. So, for example, those stopped in a highsearch neighborhood have 1.84 more risk factors, on average, than those stopped in other areas of the city, and those stopped in the Metro district have an additional 1.72 risk factors, on average, than those stopped in the four districts associated with the lowest chance of search.
Thus, the total average difference between those stopped in the lowest and highest search neighborhoods of the city is very large: 1.84+1.72 = 3.56.
Figures 5-A and 5-B explore different combinations of identities, showing the search rates for individuals of a given characteristic (e.g., race, sex, age group) or set of characteristics (e.g., black males, white females), controlling for the number of additional risk factors they exhibit. Note that for the non-targeted groups, targeted characteristics range from zero to higher numbers (7 for single characteristics, 6 if two characteristics are considered, 5 if three, and so on), but for targeted groups, the number of risk factors starts at 1, 2, or 3 and goes to 8. 
